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Chicano- and Amerindian vocabulaty scale responses from-_the Stanford- v oL

'Bihet;(ﬁMi and_Weéhsler Iﬁteliigence Sc%le for Children were'itém-anaiysed
M «
@2 -"for" 1,009 subjects. The respoanse patterns differed both by ethnic group:
& & K - ’ ) I3
and test, as-well as by age. Thewmost common, and reoccuring, pattern

1

-

~

K found was "1evei-qf;diff1culty“ gradient inconsistencies. The item—analysis
3 .

& ’ . .
meth¢d employed in this report was that of the covariance matrix where

¥
.

.ﬁth sum of the matrix is the total-test's Vh;;ance; vocabulary scale N
> . & R L. B .

tpﬁ?%s’hége;,for'Both'the SB-LM and the WISC, Tribes sampled were Navajo,. .

‘o "Apach%~apd a.group of Ss with gixed-t;ibal'packg:ounds designatgd ealled
. SN '<‘ . ' . e
Indian". Most of the protocols that could be analysed on thé vocabulary
g "y .. o . *
’séales were pulled from the testing-course filés at Arizona State Univer-

2 &
- -

sity; other protocdls were dbtaingd from the reseryatidné mention abdvg.
In the Epilogue, based of the findings, it is suggested that bilingual

. programs similar to those being used in Texas' NIE funded program for the
coming academic year be adopted for other, large minority groups whose pri-
. * = . o

mary language is not either Eﬂglish or Spanish- (SEDL, 211 E. 7th St., -
% N

Austin, Téx. 78701):

Ve ~ .




\

v . NATIONAL msrmrm OF EDUCATION
- Grants for Research in Education?rSmall Grants

\\ o : )
w=r

et I

~

AUTHOR: Clark I, cuiniams,f Ed. D, .

PROPOSAL TITLE° " Item  Analyses ‘of Amerindian .and Chicano Responses on the

) stigma -attached to approximately forty million disadVantaged youngsters in
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- Introduction * . .- .-

Articles critical of the current role of standérdized tests in our educarional

system are in nnde currently, particularly, individual nnntal tests and the

thé United States. However,-this does nothing to etOp the use of the Stanford-

Binet LM or thé Wechsler batteries by State Departments of Education for special

¥

screening and placement. Ballinger (1963) proposed the establishment of a

national commission to .examine the nature and use of standardized testing
h ‘G , \\ .

instruments, but a decade later; one sees that an IQ of"70'+/- 5 points,

L

still is the criterion for special education placement, or is at least enough

i". Since

empirical evidence to award a youngster yith the label, retarde
there are no ﬁader Raiders'to champion the causeufor the culturally dis~
advintaged, nor a federal agency to police the policies and research practices
(or 1ack of them) of the major testing companies--namely, Houghton Mifflin
(SB—LM), Psych Corp (Wechsler batterres)) and in higher education ETS (Nat-
ional Teachers’éxam & Graduate‘Record Exam's) and Psych'Corp‘(Milier Analpgieg)_
the hest that'one«can do is try to iﬁﬁrove individual mental tests. Culture

free tests and tests favoring one social group over another may not be even

theoretically attainable and certainly will not be available in the near . . .

b4
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L oY ) : ) . \
- -future, -and.-most certainly not if educational researchers sit back and

. : ST ——— X
criticize the weaknesses of tests waiting for a minor-miracle metam@rphosis"‘*“‘ T
 within the testing company domain.

-

Close scrutiny of the items on the major mental tests in the various sub-
. C -3
cultures of the country is a since qua non for the next revisions, but

A

the NIE will'have to have emﬁirical-ptogf that special scales can be

codstrubted for spebial groups, and then ‘demand that piiot standardization

., - v

studies show conclusiveiy that the culturally disadvantaged groups, most .

certainly bilingual populations, have not been raped in the verbal in-
intelligence.area. EPIEGRAM (Feb. is, 1973) states that California is the
‘only state that has 1ega11y‘mandated publishers to provide evidence of how
effectively their material will work with specific learners. But the law
is so recent that it has not fet been implemeated. The few educational
producers who have‘spent time and modey testing their programs say that )
1oca1 and state officials seidod,'i;kever, aek for evidence of validity,
or take the troublefof gathering it themselves before demanding that
school dlSLriCtS use standardized tests to make critical decisions about
individuals., » ‘
- Amerindian and Chicano subjects typically do sest on the performance‘
scales of the,ﬂbig,twpﬁ individualrgedtal tests, as do other disadeantaggd‘
groups where verbai skilis are not‘continually reinforced. However, the
subtest that contributes tﬁe most to the SB-iM—IQ, and the Verbal and

Full ¥cale IQ's of the Wechsler batteries is vocabulary (Terman & Merrill,

1960; Wechsler, 1967; Cronbach, 1970, Buros, 1972). Vocabulary is a

tN
Y
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relatively weak input to totail intelligence. for both rcetarded and nonretarded,.

male or female, Amerindians. Figures 1 and 2 (lifted from hollingshead & .

1

Clayton, 1972) show results from a .recently, federally funded study. \Eigure

1 underscores the fact that it is not just retarded Amerindians that have

. ¢ “
"trouble with vocabulary on the WISC but also the nonretarded Amerindian §s.

Figure'2 relates to sex differences but ones for retarded S8s.* The Verbal

14
subtest scaled scores on the left, the Performance scaled scores on the

=~

right of Vocabulary. The reviewer.may note that females, in general--re-

tarded or not,.do better than males nn the ‘verbal skills; and the converse

M

for the performance skills. However, also note that’both sexes. do équally s

i o Sest . Fl v . .
. poor on Vocabulary.  {INSERT FIGURES 1 & 2 ABOUTHERE.} ~ _ V .

Tables 1 and 2 show .that in the general U.S. population the test- \\\\ ‘

retest reliability and predictive valiﬂity'correlation coefficients for °
the Vocabulary scale of the WISC and WAIS. The validity coefficients are
particulary striking when considering that the SCAT and GRE or MATqusually

only correlate in the 0.20,— 0.45 range with high school and college GPA's.

v

This is one of the reasons th5§ an item analysis must be conducted with,
the special populations in this proposal. Regardless of how one feels

" about réinforcing the Amerindian or Chicano to -pursue his culture-~lan-

guage, rituals, arts!~ad infin.--the empirical data about their disadvan-~

k23

tages with English verbal skills, namely vocabularly, when we look at' the

school and college reports on success cannot simply be filed.away as

minute nightmares in ‘the' "American dream". {INSERT‘TABLES 1 & 2 ABOUT HERE.}

N Y
%

Palomares and Cummins (1967). present the ga'me findings for Chicanos

in their report for the California State Depﬁrtment of Education, as

Hollingshead and Clayion did for Indians. They used the WISC to measure
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the mental ability of rural Mexican—Americans in grades K-6. Figures

-3 4, 5,‘and 6 are lifted from their ERIC 'fich (ED 017 959) and are

<

.~

-

representative of the WISC profiles reported. 'Notice that the Voca-

bulary scale again is the culprit of the profiles ‘for Ss in grades two °

slopes toward the Performance scales, except .for grade six; but even

in grade six, Vocabulary is one standard dei!!tion below the national ’

mean.’ Looking back at grade two (Figure 3) the reader sees that the mean

_ Verbal Scale, excluding Vocabulary, -is 7.25; or approximately a Vérbal

¢

IQ-of 87 (100 -2. 75i3a00 X 15). If the Vocabulary Scale were used as

\

- an index of the Verbal IQ for these children it would be around 70-71 ,

» (Scaled Score =4,10, or -5.90/3.00 X 15 + 100 = 70). Thus we cannot

-

generalize by'saying that Amerindians and Chicanos merely have low
verbal intellignecé—-which certainly is valid for individual mental

test results——instead it must be emphasized that the low-of the lows

3

T

is vocabulary. The same statements are eqoally clearcut about grades

A 1

three and five.  {INSERT FIGURES 3, 4, 5, & 6 ABOUT HERE.}
The E-is concurrently engaged with collecting WISC and SB-LM-

Vocabulary subtest data from the Regional Diagnostic Clinic-Joplin,

]

Mg, .Students in measurement and évaluation sections at MSSC have

.

collected over 200 cases todate, but there are nearly 2,500 indivi—

. dual files yet to go befo:e‘future sections of our'advanced statistical

- -

analysis students get to phnch the cards and dumpninto the 1130. How-
ever,*we are noticingjweak items for specific diagnostic categorigs
by inspection. Consequently, “The Great Hope" for the utilization of
the findings for the present proposal. * . ’ .

One last study concerning the mental ability o% culturally disT

‘ B
advantaged groups by Anderson and Safar (1969) compares Ang}o, Spanish~-

10

‘ -/
‘and three, and in grades fivefﬁ”d“six. he profiles all fave positive - .

[y

.
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Américan, and Indian samples from two New Mexico school systems, .
. L3 » .
N : '

Fig.~ 7 is a 1lift job frpm their study (ERIC 'fiche aucession no.: . ’ .

ED.* 029 7469 and shows the expected., Namely, that Angol Ss Spanish-

. » . .

American Ss Tndian Ss in the proportion of children in the high ability
group. Fivye of the six Xzik are less than the 0 001 level of signi— ) ,“

ficance. High, medium, and low were defined respectively by percentile

] -

) ‘. groupings of 60-992%ile, 40-59Zile, and 1-39%ile on several different . i J

)' . )' - ;‘i
‘mental ability tests: e. g., WISC,.SB-LM, CCMT, or the Otis. System , .° ’

. 1 , ]

A was typically; rural New Mexico; while System B ‘was rural but en- C e

compassed several military and government installatiOn dependents. In a nQrmal

population, the expected proportions for B, M, and L would be

40, 20, and 40. It does not take a Jean Dixon act to see who Bets the -
cheese in this type of cross-cultural study of mental ability as

" measured by Angol-culture tests. Yes, tests constructed by Anglos
ot - * » &
(if not WASP's), for the Anglos, undébweiter., 1
LW o .
With less 1icense, the hypothesis of this proposal is (the H N

avoided intentionally):. °

., - »

Item analysis of WISC, and SB-LM Vocabulary item - :
responses of Amerindian & Chicano Ss (also_ by .

different geographical bocale) will yield signif-

icantly different item—Vocabulary subtest covar-

iances. .

[ . Method -

Subjects. -Diuring the spring senester of 1974 the vocabularly

sections of W&SC and Stanford-Binet (LM) protocols”that had already

.

been administered .to Amerindian and Chicano Ss werelcollected from

several sources. The major source of protocols for both of the individ~

, 'ual mental tests, and for both ethnic groups, were obtained from
H

. » A
. d

~
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'however,ﬂtwo of the best appear to be Ferguson (1971) and DuBois (1965).

N . . » .. P Zf re Ewenn ] \
. . oL,
WA . .

t . . . " R \_‘-77-" ) - ) * “

- o - . R

Axizona étate“University's Department of Educational Psycholoéy., Files

. .

from their indi&idudl mental festing courses proved téwfédihe single

* . ~ - .9 )
best source ol protocols primarily because the public schools tended to
use the two major tests in'question usyally for special education’ place-
ment, and even then the investigator fOundathat fewer‘énd fewer,;ndiv1d~
ue} mental tests are'adminigtered as one goes up- the academic laddef.
Gallup-McKiniey County, New Mexico PubliZ.Schogls was anticipated as

an ideal data source’because the school population there is approxiﬁately

40-, 40-, 20-per cent respectively, Chicano, Aﬁerindian, and Anglo children.

However, New ﬁexico's Department of Education informed the E that individ-

. LY

ual mental tests were no longer being administered. " The same held for

Albuquerque, which was anticipated as one of the ideal protocol collecting

urbagn sf%tionsﬁ Consequently, the investigation was limited to data

sources from,the White Mt. Apache reservation, and the Navajo reservation;

mixed-tribal data from the Mesa, Arizona, Public'Sphoolq, and Pinal

County, Arizona Superintendent of Education office.(:&te sources above
$

were located through the Arizona State Depaptmeni of Education.. - . .

Apparatus. No instruments, or special equipment; was used in this

study, other E%an<those tests that had already been administéfed. Final

x

analyses of the data were run on an IBH‘370-125_‘at the Scﬁool‘of the -

Ozarks, Point Lookout, Missouri, by their chief computer.

Procedures and Statistical Analysis. The major research sites have

hY - -

been listed above. .

Test statistics are as varied as the number of authors publishing;

*

The former approaciies item analysis through covariance matrices,-whiéh is
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simple enough but very time consuming without computer aid' in fact, . .

PR

© . so time consuming no one bothers with it period‘ parg;cularly the respect- &

-
3o R B

ive test companies. After all, if dne changed the flavor of "Coke" for
= } . ' 2
. ‘the bettet, then it wouldn t he "Coke"\anymore,-would it? Continuing, o

s «
-

covariance-matrix method starts by working on the internal consistency of

“a - L

zthe particular reference variable° namely, finding all the item-total

G
fa

.

" test covariances (ritsist s). No small job, for uh\to 46 vocabularly

~t "‘ »

v * items by 1009 Ss. *These respective covariances were found by Summing, -,

.,.,‘,-.‘«
Mot
-

«

5{‘ oL up an lndividual item 8 variance and all of its inter-item covariances.

v o
- N
) a ’ ’ .

) ' VF.hm this‘columnar sum, one can determine each item '8 relative value, ‘ . :
oo R T Ve S . o
A or input,.by checking the.proportion of the total test 8 variance (the
. R N .
- sum of the entiré matrix) accounted for by that pnrticular item. Matrices . ' L
wére constructed-—as well as’ GA, MA, and IQ norms, and CArMA MA-IQ, and e
9 . ‘ . : ,

CAPIQ coefficients of correla*ion——for the Chicano'"Apache and "called .
q> : Indian" Ss. The latter Ss were of mixed-tribes.. Johnson-O'Malley Indian

e ‘ norms for the wisc were also constructed. .as. well as matrices. The Wisc

» s )

. \ i . ‘norms‘include means, variances and standard deviations for the V- P~,
L ) o and full—scale-Iq s, and coefficients of correlation for V-P, P-FS, and . SRR
. . . o

Vwst.ntelligence quotients. '; ‘-,~_ \\g\ Lo

'

.DuBs{s® approach~to/item-analysis is by way.of approximations to f;
n”f |

) multiple~linear 53 Theoretically the correlafion between some Vocabul#r ‘
¥ ) . . ) - a . " . .. J‘ .'/
S s l:'score, say ‘on the Wechsler or the SB~LM, and some other variéhle, say ) »
. T ‘: T 4‘ . s .
_ the fuli-scale IQ -on either test, can be improved by some approximation to ’

L] .

multiple correlation, which would select items on the basis of high -

.“ \‘-’>c
{jO K correlations with the oriterion and low inter—item correlations with the

predicting variable. Multiple correlation itself is as time-consuming

- e, <
. »”

1

X . "~ as the approach m!htioned first (Ferguson, 1971) to use as an item

LY

L
%

£ . - " P N .
X ’ . - . p 3 .
R : : ' (
- ] 4 . ) . s .
L h w
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»
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' selection technique. This -approach is no worse than the first, if a
‘big computer is_available. The chief draw back is that its use would

req&ire'fractional weights to be applied to the items,in scoring the . -

‘ redeveloped*Vbcabu}arly scales. For example, regres31dn weight one amount #

J R / .
of 1tem one, plus regression weight two times item two...plus regression v

[} * -2

weight k times item k, plus ‘an error term. \While the latter technique‘ .’

<nrov1des ‘the best, perhaps, answer to the problem offredeveloping ‘the

) » =

&
Vocabularly Scales on the«two major mental tests, it would be impossible .

- %

. without contracting with the parent companies, and even if the scales

~ -

were redeveloped,_it is predicted that thEy would seldom be used by test .

.
o . s

administrators in'student,personnel services of. the schools, Why? Because
those‘professionals did not~have that technique'preéented‘to them by
4 - “ Ll \ <

. their psyéhometric prof and a level-two statistical analysis course

H o 4

dealin wit multiple—regression was not required Ahevertheless, serious
&

-

students of individual, mental tests can appreciate the'concept of what . *

S . i . [ - . P
regression weights for individual itemg for specific ethmic groups means’ i

-

and can certainly utilize the findingspof this report\f;at”shoh-what S
: the.proportidnate value of each item's contribution to the total vocab-.

ularly. ln the approach to item.analvsis used in‘this.report, the;item-‘ )
vocabulerly to§al covarianc:s were conv;rted’to per cent of the total !
' vocabularly';core variance accounted for; and these‘item per cents~are &f .
-/analogous.toKmultiple;regression weights. ‘ ’ ‘
! Results. 'Chicano norms are presented in Table 3 and‘thair.covar.

‘ o . o ." T .
iance matrix in Table 4. I must be remembered that 53 Chicano Ss that

- ' spéak Spanish as their major language do not .represent all Spanish speak~

. . . £
f

'ing people on individual, mental tests given in English' however, they
- Ye » . -3

are no doubt very representative Jof Chi - S8 in the Southwest Desert ‘

N »

« - N - P -
b 1 . ’ ) / . v ..
'
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country who speak and ‘compréhend little, or vexry little, English on the SB-BM.\
o . « R

cLe " {INSERT TABLES 3 & 4 ABOUT HERE.}

& . » N [N

. The respective per cent of the total vocabulary scale's variapce

for which each item accounts is. as follows. l. 3.47 2. 7.56 3. 5. 11

.

~w’% 4. 8 79 5. 9 81 6. 11.86 7. 10 94 8. 5. 93 9. 9. 50 10. 8. 99 11. 5.52. -

. o
el Y - €
&

12. 2’-55 130 5031 14. 3037 150 104_3 165"'1‘063 1’70 "'0"' 18.‘ -0- 190 1043:o

o
»

.Responses for. item 20 and above were not included as the ceiling item
+ reached for this group was_item 19. The same reporting procedure for ° ‘ .

the item—covariance matrices of the othef sub—groups will be maintained L

I
.

o throughout the remainder of the result section, that is, the last item

-

.entered in each- matrix is the last item scored correct before reaching
- i Y

' the ceiling.- ... - DT : . .

1
, bt

~ s'Nore in -the per Cents presénted for the Chicano Ss-=-which of‘course
. * .

are the item—total vocabulary -.covariance®s. proportionate part of the total

A\l
P

. they dq;not orm»any systematic curve.in:regard to magnitude of each re-

'spective 1éem's.per cent of the total variance. " One would assume that

the first items™ should contribute zero inputs and*the items toward the -

ceiling'item should. also contribute zero amounts to the total variance,

" ~

because*the relativejconstant of either ?all passing9~or "all failing"
. N . ; s . 3

is, bv'definition{ non-variant; hence, the E is led to interprete this

finding for the group above as an indication‘that thé 1itéms. are .not on ‘

-

K

. a progressively~difficult gradient"..,Eor e&ample, item "g, eyelash"
. contributes considerably less than do the following, supposedly more

‘difficult items "9, Mars -and "10. juggler". And item "16. haste" ‘

3 .‘

has a negative covariance, which is followed by two‘i:ems with zero

v L

coviances, and then unexpectedly item "19. regard"has a positive co~




variance of 1.43.
‘Navajo nerms for Ss with mean CA of 10.42 (S=1.86) are presented

.in Tableﬂsland their item—voéabuiary~tota1, covariance matrix in Table
6. for the SB-LM. The mean IQ (SB-LM) of this group i§ low, but again,

1 - ’

,under'the language handicap, this is understood; however, these children':

are pnblic schoel Ss and 1nd1v1dua1, mental test scores are being used

" for SpeClaL education placement :purposes; N = 92

{INSERT TABLES 5 & 6 ABOUI HERE} )
The respective per cent of tﬁe tot 17 SB-IM vocabulary scale's

variance for which each item accounts is as'follows for Table 6:
@

gg. 4.79 2. 8. 66 3. 9.43 4. 11 91 5. 12,21 6 11, 21 7. 12. 06

“”8. 3.40 9. 2.01 10, 0.30 11. -0- 12. 6.80 13. 6.80 14.’0.30
15. 0= 16s -0 17. -0- 18. 5.02 19. -0~ 20. 5:02. As with the .

‘ Chicano group, there is no consistent, or symetrical, curve . formed.
The sporadic pattern suégests that extreme caution should be used in
administering the vocannlary section to\bi- and limited~bilingual §§.

.Norms—fdn Apache Ss on the vocapulary' scale or.the SB-LM (CA=7.37,

& S=1.10) are(shovn in Table 7; tne item-total vocabulary cdvariance
matrix in Table 8. _The respective per cents for each item 8. covariance’
input‘of Table 8 are as follows: 1. 6 97 2. 17 05 3. 17. 05 4, 12 05
5. 13.17 6. L%;OS 7. -0- 8. 1.16, These covariances are not as in-
consistent as tne two group above;_howeverithe CA is lower and less
variance is~expected. There are unexpected_reversa1s~of levels of

’

"difficulty as indicated by items "5." vs. "6.'" and "7." vs. "8."
> {INSERT TABLES 7 & 8 ABOUT HERE}

The SB-LM norms for Apache Ss:'ah;b 8 (S=1.76), on the vocabulary

*

1
scale are seen in Table 9, and the corresponding item-covariance per

cents in'Table 10. The respective per cents of Table 10 are: 1. 3.77
2. 17.92 3. 11.94 4. 8.17 5. 14.15 6. 9.11 7. 9.43 8. 12.89

9. 6.60 10. -0~ 11. 5.97. The N for this group of Ss was 113. The

16

-~

5




:1_\"

V level—ofédifficulty gradient as can be seen with item ng, vs.'items

: "6 " and/or ngn ‘or item 10. vs.' I1".
«écale are shown in Table ll, the covariance matrix follows -in Table 12.

' variance for which each item accoﬁnted is as followsg 1. 2.35 2. 6.45

é,o 1:2'014 4- 13067 .50 909% 66 9009 '7.0 9099 80 4009 9.- 90’71 100 9099 .' ‘

_ ance matrix. The per cent of the variance for which each item accounted

4

- . Pagé 1l

F

same general result is found with this group; namely, no systematic : .
. - . w0

*»

- {INSERT - TABLES. 9 & 10 -ABOUT HERE}
Norms on the SB-LM for 106 Ss, called "indian", on the vocabulary

?
™

The .mean CA was 9195 and the standard deviation 1.75. The per cent of the’ )

.

11, 4.30 12. <0~ 13, 2.84 14. 2.56 15 -0- 16, ~0- 17.2.84. Item _ .

"8. eyelash" again shoWs up accounting for a small-per cent of the total

variance of the vocabulary scale' especially, when compared with items

‘l

"6 w and "7, and the immediate items following, "9." and "10". Items
"153" and "16.", with zero input, appear out of place also, compared with
the relative magnitudes of the per cents surrounding them.

{INSERT TABLES 11 5 12 ABOUT HERE}

. 4

Johnson-0'Malley Indian (P.-L. 814 defined."lndian" as one-fourth)

'norms*for,the‘vocabulary section of the WISC are presented in Table 13.

The'pean CA'for this group was 7.80;" the S was 1.89, ?he performance .

.IQ was considerably higher than the verbal IQ. ThiS'pattern was noted T

€ .
in the review of the literature as a common finding among, "English |

VdepriVed" Ss.‘ Table i4 is the respective item-total vocLbulary covari-

was: 1.347 2. 755,;3.511 4. 8.79 5. 9.81 6.,11.186 7. 10.94 L XL

8. 5. 93 9. 9.50 10. 8 99" 11. 5.52 12 2. 55 13. 5 31 14. 3. 37

\ >

#12." and "17." - and "18." appear to be relatively poor compared with

items surrounding them. Apparently this group know more about "nails"

o
¢ . . . ..

. 17

~
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~

) and "fur"'than'they do about "donkey". And they. also know more about

nitroglycerine" (1tem 19, ) than théy do- about "hero" and "gamble (items

17. and 18 ). The same 1nference can ‘be drawn concernlng "spade" (1tem X
. .
12.) vs. "join" and "sword" (1tems 11 and 13. ) v ' o

Vo

N 1".

{INSERT TABLES 13 & 14 ABOUT HERE} .

§

Johnson~0' Mailey Indian norms on the WISC for Ss age 10 (mean CA?IO 4'

852, 06) are shown in Tab1e 1 5; the covariance matrix for the vocabularly

‘scale’ in Table 16' The same relative high P-IQ Vs V-TQ holds for this

group of 130 Ss also. The 1nd1vidual item per cents were: 1. 2 74

!

2. 1.32 3. 1.97 4. 3.31 5. 2 56 6. 9219 7:°3.79 8. 4.89 9. 9.07 ,’;t.’f
10. 6.49 11. 7. 7é"‘12 5.34 13. 5 50 14. 1.12 15. 7.30 16. 3.81 |
17. 5.04 18, 4.17°19. 2.96. 20. 3.3Q f21; -0- "22. 4.37 23. -0-
24, -0~ 25. 3.38. These per centS»do n%t‘follow a systematic gradient
of difficulty either. Note that "sword" Lnd "brave" uccount for more
of the vocabulary variance than ‘the item they sandwich "nuisance".

Other items that probably depict the 1aCk of extra-cultural interaction
are "shilling" (item 21.) with zero input and also 'belfry" and

espionage" (items 23. & 24. ), however, item "25." (stanza) follows with-

¢

.a per cént input of 3. 38. - . ) . .

C— . — —eee

1

Norms for Johnson-O'Malley Ss (N=106 CA%II 63 & S=1.74) on the
WISC are shown in Table 17 and the accompanying item—total vocabulary

covariancefmatrix in: Table 18. The PeIQ'is significantly higher than

‘V‘the-V-IQ for these Ss also.

A i

The indeidual item per cents of the total vocabulary variance
were: 1. O. 61 2, -0- 3. 0. 79 4. 2. 99 5. 1.26 6. 8.20 7 4,51

v

: o 18 -
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A

. 8. 2'§6n 9. 7.33 10. 6. 51 11. 6.76 12. 4.56- 13. 5.94 14. 3.19 . \.,:
:‘15. 5.61 16 7.51 17. 7 58 18. 6.13 19. 3.86 20. 5. 42 21. 2.23 '
a :"22. 2.02 23. -0~ 24; 1. 1§ 25. 3.40. The reiatlvely.small-per cents — .
for the initialiitem9~are to be expected as nearly.all §s pass those |
items; consequently, a relativei'constant giyes no variance, thus no

covariance either. Item "8." (donkey) again appears out of order,

as does item""23;" {belfry) with its zero input. The latter, when

compared with a,supposedly more difficult word, "stanza" (item325);
4 e \'\
& 18 ABOUT HERE}

Indian Ss n. Ss (N=93, CA?13 4, & S=1 )

‘appears ‘to be a consistent finding.
5 {INSERT TABLES 17
WISC norms'for Johnson-0'Malley

are presernted in ‘Table 19, ‘Typical of pastvnorms reported for Indian Ss, -
the P—fQ is.significantly higher than the:V-IQ The t between the P-I1Q's
and the FS—IQ's is 0.85, ‘which is cons1derab1y higher than tH! V—FS T of

73 or the VhP r of 0.37.. However, these WISC, 1nter—IQ r's have not - "<\:

-
-

hbeen found consistently in other Indian age groups. o R
The individual item~totdl vocabulary variance per cents from the

covariance matrii: _;f Table 20 were: 1. 2.00 2. 0.31 3. 0. 96 4 3.67 ..

5. 2.00 6. 8.8% 7; 2.31 8. 1.83 9. 6@35 10. 7.78. 11, 5.09 12. 6.61 ’

13. 1.60. 14. 5.93 15. 6.99. 16. 6.25. 17. 8.85 ..18. 7.47 19. 3.00

. 20, 5.23 21. 2.60 22, 2.77 23. -0-1'24. 4.13 25. -0~ 26, =0~

27. -2.87. Item "23." (belfry) bombs out again and item "27." (spangle)

has a negative coqariance. The.latter finding means that there was a

tendency, but notia great one,jfor the higher scoring Ss to fail the item, . ,

and the lower scoring Ss to pass the item. Certainly, negative covariances

(U - . :
are worse than zero covariances and even a classroom teacher would know

enough about‘item analysis to "dump" the negative and zero input items.




. 17, 13.15 18. 1i. 24 19 6.47 20 8.35 21. -0- 22. =4.23. No vari-

0

than the V-1Q. . The individual item—tocal vocabulary covariances, converted

Pege 14 . .

Y »

The WISC norms for the last group of Ss, 62 Johnson-O'Malley Indians .
(CAFIS '80;. S=1. 04), are shown in Table 21. As with the other WISC norms

presented for Indian Ss in this study, the P-IQ is significantly higher

to per éents of the total variance of the vocabulary scale; were: 1. -0~
2. =0= 3. <0~ 4. 2.17 5. 1.07 -6. 4.93 7. 7.32 8. 3.58 9. 8.41
10. 8.37 11. 7.80 12. =0- 13. 10.43 14. -0- 15. 10.90° 16, -0-

ance is accounted for by items "1. -3." hzcause all Ss paescd.. those rela-
tively easy items: the same finding for item "12." (spade?. Item "14."
(nuisance) shows zero contri§ution to the variaucc of the vocabulary scale
also, but this time because all Ss failed the item. Items "I6." and "21."
(nonsense and' shilling) made no 'input either. This is a consistenp finding f'

for Indian S Ss on the WISC vocabulary apparently; at least for Ss with .

‘ limited English backgrounds. Unéxpectedly, this older group of Ss shows

_a negative covariance for item UYL (fable). which was also the ceiling..‘

No consistent level—of-difficulcy gradient can be observed with this

1 e - -
N . Ny

group eithert . Tl .

Digcuggion e

Overview While the Stanford-Binet remains the standard instrument '

' for intelligence testing with young children, it is lesg frequently used

today in testing Chicano and Amerindian Ss; and with the WPPSI,:WISC and ,\\\<

i_, o

the recent WISC-R and WAIS available the Standford-Binet should?probably

not be used at all with Ss who have limited English language backgrounds.

. At least the Performance IQ from the ‘Wechsler series is less culturally

biased than the SB-LM, and the differential between the V-IQ and the P-IQ
i ‘ /

L4

20 .
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ié, no doubt, primarily an . indication of ignorance—-or lack of knowledge--

rather than lack of intelligence. The major problem of both the vocab-

ulary scales involved is that the items from the scales presuppose. a

particular background of experience. 1Is a fcultdre-fair" test the answer?

No, hecaose'there3cannot really be a "cultmre-fair" test as no ihdividual‘is
,cultureafree. His performance will always be affected hy his backgrouhd

and experience, no matter what the nature of the test. More important

for the ethnic groups of this report would be culture;fair "interpretations'.

The results of this study offer a possible solution by showing how the

internal consistencies -of the vocabulary scales for specific groups zan

l

be improved with item analysis techniques, namely, the covariance—matrix

method.for detérming weak items, This method deals with all Ss of a

)

sample rather than some upper and lower fraction 6f tne group (for a USAFE

- ¥ ¥ -

itedi .analysis that would be the upper, and the lower, 27 per cent) and .

‘ ombimés the dual criteria of 1eve1—of—difficu1ty and discriminatory index,

l

" or, capacity, into a single indexr-the item-total test (vocabulary scale)

<.

- covarlance. The problem of improving the internal consistencies Of tests
appears to have a simple, gﬁlutioh via item-analysis, covariance matrix, g

~ or aven multiple—regression,'methods.~ But there is a rub. Test companies
are resisteﬂt to change, evem though their misSion is to construct. tests
to capture aximum variability. Specific norms for every ethnic group

) + and frequent revisions are costly. Nevertheless, the covariance-matrix

method coold, and shopl&, be used'more frequently than.ithcurrent%y is.

Particulary with the major ethnic groups in the U.S. Merely including a

* N . * .b
porportionate number of, say, Blacks, Chicanos, Amerindians or Welshmen '
in the standardization population looks very fair; but do you "reckon" -

_that a Navajo Reservation Indian child, in his "right mind", would walk

to the next trading post for a loaf of bread if the local had none(?).




<
¢
[P
, .

And even if the local had bread, or-more probable,'flour@ndo you suppose
the child would usé "shillings" for paymént? Or would he just make a
"nuisance" of himself by trying to pawn some of the family's turquoise:

3 N ) 4
Yes, the WASP E speak with forked-facetiae; but well-intended for the

.

ethnicvgroups of this report.
The cost of specific\norms for specific groups would not be as :

e

prohibitive as saving-face for most test companies. Annual norms could

¥

be provided and sold to specific groups; surely, at a profit.

General considerations. The item—-total vocabulary covariances provided

.

.

in this report can serve-as a single index "worth". This index is the
contribution of the individual item to the variance of the scalﬁ?&cores.
The presumption here is that in the construction, or re—construcéggﬁ% of
tests we wish, as it were, to acquire or capture variance. Ar item»that
contributes more to the total variance is presumed to be a "better" item
%han one that contributes less. This report has listed several vocabulary
items for specific reference groups that contribute very little, and
often in a negative direction,tto the variance of the two vocabulary
scales studies.

‘ Many‘of‘the-findings defy explanation when age, or tribal, groups
are compared. ‘ But shoe manufacturers know, as do test construction ‘
companies, that no shoe mass- produced fits as well as a moccasin or Spanish
boot that has been handmade in scale with the foot of the wearer. ‘

Item analysis is not the answer to culture-fair tests.
Epilogue
Bilinéual programs for Chicano children are being developed in-at
least 15 states besides Texas‘for students who speak primarily Spanish
(SEDL, 211 E. 7th St., Austin, Tex. 78701). Bilingual kindergarten pro-

grams for Amerindian children should also be developed and NIE is. funding.

22 { | | - .
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' o TABLENI

N ‘ ‘I‘esc-Ret:est: Correlations and Standard Errors of
“\ . - " Measurement for Form I g
\ - - (N = _158)

1

i - . Subtests.

Cbrt:elatiqizs

SE meas.

- Information

b Comprehension: )

| " Digit-Span . .
" Arithmetic -
o ‘Similarities-

s

Pict:ure Arrangement:
Pict:ure Completion
_Block: Design
‘Object Assembly
Digit Symbole®
Nerbal IQ-
‘Nonvexrbal IQ

- Full-Scale IQ

Vocabulary = - -

.86 -
YL
67
- .62

.71
.88

.64

.83
.84
69
.80
.84
.86
.90

.68
1,21

1.68
2.06
1.22

.73
1.82

.95
1.10
1.31
1.06

"+ 3,96
4,49

3.29

”

Source: G.F. Derner et al.

,.mm-ﬁ
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Correlations of school marks with

<

_TABLE II

Wechsler scores:

o,

C‘?llés\e

- ot o < <o e e

-

o g s -

|

High school
Information 0.54 0.48 .
Comprehiension: ". 0.5 - 0.33
Arithmetic 0.4 ~ 0.19
Similarities 0.5 0.39
Digit Span 0.3 0.04
" "Vocabulary 0.6 0,46
‘Digit- Symbol 0.34 0.15
Picture Completion 0.33 0.20
Block :Design. 0.29 0.19
¢« Pciture Arrangement 0.22, 0.07
Object Assembly 0.17 0.12
““Nerbal = 0:63 10,47
" Performance 0.43 0,24
© " Full "Scédle 0.62 0.44 .

Soukce: Conry & Plant, -1965:
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e~ TABLE III
‘CHICANO NORMS RESZONSES or

STANFORD-BINET (LM) CA:.10. 23
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' TABLE IV
o CDVARIANCE MATRIX OF CHICANO stponszs
2 , ON STANFORD—BINET (1M) .- »
- *(CA.3 - 10:23) ‘ . )
el .2 3 Y4 s 6 7. 8 9 10
1 .07 04 701N S 5030 05 .05 ~.06 .02 .00, ~-.03
T2 .04 A1 .09 09 - .08 .06~ .09 .07 . -.04. .03
37 .01 .09 " .13 05«7 .04 07 .09 .05 .02 N
4 .03 © .09 .06 %21 0970 .05 .08 %04 .07 - .04
25 .05 +08. 3% 404 .09+ .25 .10 T .09 .04 .03 .06
6 . .05 .08 07 05 . .10 ~.24 %0 .08 .10 .08
7 .06 .09 & . .08 09. .10 -.21¢ .08 .07 . .06
8: =02 % .07 05 .04 .04 ' .08 —.08- .16 .08 .01
9 ".00°- .04, .02 .07 % .03 .,..10 -°+.07" - .08 .26 .08
10" -.03 » .03 . .0 .04 .06 .08 .06 2 .01 .08  ,25
.11 . 01 S0l 02 . .01 - .04 ,07. . .04 .00 .03, .09
122,00 .01 W01 " .02 . J00 .03 ..02 | -,02° .01 .05 .
13% -.,0L :» .00 02 . .06 .02 .03 . 2403 ¥ 501 .09 .08
14 .01 ° .00 .06 0470 .06  L04 ¢ ,03 -, .02 .06 .01
15 . .01 .00 ° .07 402 - -.02 .02 ..01 - .01 .02 .03
16 ~ .00 .00 ..00 .06” 5. %01 > .01 4 .01 -.006 .05 .01
i7 00" 00, -,00 -,00 .«.00 S 00 - 00 .00 .00 .00
-18 . .00 .00 .00 .00 ¢, %00 .00 . ;00 100 00 .00
19 . .00 <005 .01 .01 - 7:02 .01 .00: " 01 .02 .02
I % 4 .50 . .86° - ,96 1.16 1.07 ..58 .93 .88
5 o " i . S .
TR T 12 - 13 - 1 15.,,16- - 17~ 18 19
1 .0L. 400 ° .01 .01 01 .00 .00-- .0 *.00
"2 .01 01 .00 ° .00°° ,00, .00 °.00° .00 .- .00 : ~
3 .02 01 .02 =-.06 .07 .00 .00 :.00 .01
<4 01 02 06 .04 .02 <=.06 .00 00°° 01 -
.5 .04 .00 . .02 .06 =-.02 .01 .00 .00 .02 .
6 .07, ° .03- .03 .04 .02 - :01  ,00 > .00 .01
7 .04 .02 .03 .03 , .01 .01 .00 * ,00 .00 -
8 .00 -,02° =001 .02 - .0L ‘=y06...00- . ..00 .01 -
9 .03 401 .09 06 . .02 -.05 . .00 .00 ~——,02
10% ..09  <.05 .08 01 .03 .01 .00 .00 .02
$ 11 ., .17 .0 04 =01 .02, -.02 _ .00 .00 -.02
12 .04 .ogjr W04 =02 -,01" -.00 .0 _.00 ~-.01 .
.. 13 -+l04 04 - .19. -05° .02 =-,02 . .00 .00 - =-.03 }
" 14 - =01 | -02 =05 . .15 .02 =-.01. 00 " -.0C 04
15 .02 . =00 -,02 .02 ..08 =~.01 ‘- .00 00  ~o0L.
. 16" -.02 "=,01 - =02 =01 - -.01 305 .00 200 -0
17 .06 . .00 .00 .00. .00 . t00 ..00 .00 .00
18 .00 .00 -.00- . .00 .00, .00. . .00 .00 .00
19 -.02 ~.01 =03 .04  ~-,01. -.01 .00 .00 . .08.
.54 .25 .52 ,33 14 =160 =0- . ~o-‘%, S8 g 7gug2,

Matrix Total
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P . . f
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o " TABLE. VI PR L
: \ o COVARIANCE MATRIX OF NAVAHO Rxsronszs S , .
R .o ou s'rmonn-nmm' (m)

LA B ol A e - AR TR N - W
- - - - \Uﬂ“ ‘U“'&’ ST - 4 A

. 1 "é. 3 | 4. 3 6 7 g8 - 9 .

4o .25 .02 .- .02 .12 .06 .OL- . .05. ~,07 - .00:
S W02 w25 17 12 W14 .16 .15 ~03 .06
4020 - 170 .25 19 140 16 . .15 .14 .00 :
2 0120 L1900 .27 19 15 .23 .05 .10 B
06 .14 M4 .19 .25 .22 .22 0 000 .16 - - . .

. .01 .16 .16 | W15 - 22 - 3260 <18 .02 ,13
w05 - .15 .15 23 .22 18 .27 .02 A3
~07 -.03 " .1%4. ,05 .00 . .02 .-,02 .18 +05
9. 7 00 .06 -.00 . .10 .i6¢ .13 13 . .05 .25
, . W04 02 " .00 .03 .05 . .04. . O 02,08
: 00 .00 .00 ' .000 .00 .00 .00, ,00 .. ;00 -
. +04  ,02- ,00. .03 05 04 - .04 02" <.04 e
04,02, 00 .03 .05 .04 .04 .02 ° ~,04
©+04..0,02 0,00 .-.03 .05 - .04 . .04 .02 .08
. .¢000 00" .00 ".00. .00 -.00° .00, .00 .00
.~ .00 000,000 .00 ‘.00 - .000 400, £00 ;00
: »00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 . 00 .00 .00 -
\ 00 .00 .00 .00 _.00- .00 .00 .08 -.35 .
.00 .00 ..00 .00 .00 .00° .00 - .00  ,00
.00 <00 .00 .00. ;00 .00 . +00 00  -.35

S

62 112 1.22 - 1.5 1.58 '13457'f;;56: 44260

- . - ‘ . \: . . .;\. - " » . . “ - \ R '..“. . "1 - . ﬁt‘;} . : -' ’ ‘
o 1 o120 13 w15 160 . 180 19 20 )
L

06,00 04 .04 .04 .00 .00 .00 .00 ° 5000 .00
- .02 .00 .02 -.02 .02 .0 .00 .00 ,00 .00 .00
-00. . .00 .00 .00- °.00. .00 .00: .,00. .00 .00 .00
03 .00 .03 .03 ,03' 00 .00 ' .00 .00 -.00 .00 -
.05 .00 .05 .05 - .05 .00- .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
‘.04 .00 .04 .04 .04 ; .00 .00 ,00 .00 .00 ° .00
" .04 .00 .04 .04  .04- ;00 .00 .00 .00. .00, .00 ;
.02 .00 - .02 ,02° .02 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00. .00
.08 .00 ~-.04 -,04 .08 .00 00 .00. ~-.35 .00 ~-.35
10 .1 "0 -.01 =01 © .11 .00 .00 . .00 -.25 .00 -.,24
®- - 11.-7,000- 000 .00 .06 ..00 .00 .00 .00, .00 .00 .00 .
., 12 ~-01 .00 .11 .1 -.00 .00 .00 . .00' .24 .00 .24
-13 -01 .00 .1 .41 -1 .00 .00 -.00: .24 .00 .24
14 .11 .00 =-.01 =01 .11 - .00 .00 .00 =.24 .00 ~.24
A5 " .00 .00 " .00 .00 .00 .00 ,00 .00 .00 .00 .00
16 .00 .00 . -.00- .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 ‘.00 .00 -,00
17 .00 . .00 .00 .00 ;00 .00°  .000 .00 .00 .00 .00 '
18 -=.26. .00 - .24 .26 " =24  ,00 .00 <00 .50 .00 .50 o
19 ~.0c- .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 00 .00 .00 .00 -.00
120 ~-.24. .00 . .24 .26 -.24° 00 .00 .00 .50 .GO .50

O 00 N0V LT B W B

Too B .0h -0- .88 .88 .04 ~0-  -0- -0~ .65 -0- .65 12.93s2, |
— — — - —— Lgyhtgix Total|




, R . ~.  TABLE VII
T P - APACHE NORMS RESPONSES -OF , »
_ STANFORD=BINET" (m), CA: 7 37

~

- MEAN _vﬁmcz* ST: DEV.. .
~ Gy . T37.- 0 1,20 " 1.10-
- My 4,92 . 2.63: 1,62
- TG 62,78 615 63 " 24,81
; - ,« ° . ',. A -~ 3 v \»/ o

L] 4

’ b ~ ' COERFICIENTS OF CORRELATION ~ * - = .

"y

s ey

x

- LY ) . ) : -. . : " .:: ' ; ‘ 7 ] : . . : ,i:‘.:
. CAand MK - 036 S A

'r’ ) MA‘nd IQ ‘ -' P ‘0.8? . } » , 'n ot

o i CAand Q- 0,05
». . S : PESE )
.4 ‘ - . N . PR - '

3
PR

) TABI.E VIII .
covmmcz MATRIX OF APACHE m;sponsxs

ON STANFORD—BINET (I.M) - .
~ (CA..737) 5 S

1 2 .3 4 5 .6 7" 8
-4 .05 .05- - 05 L0Z2°. (05 .00, .00 - !
05 .24 .01 W07 122 ,24¢ .00 .09
405 .07 224 .24 w120 077, 500 .09
W05 .07 .24 024 12 . .07 .00 .09
02 .12 .12 A2 14 12,000 .04
05 24 07 - .07 - .12 .24 .00 . .09
.00- .00 " .00 00 - ,00 .00, ;00 .00
00" .09 09 . .09 ° .04 ,09 00 .20

0 3o UI.,,b.L‘pnnq'_a

X

% .88 .88 - .88 .68 .88 -0-  .60] 5.16e52, I

S L [ Matrix Total:
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Cw e T T U PABIE IX.
' T T \ APACHE NORMS RESPONSES oF
: t STANFORD-BINET (LM), CA. 9. 8_

“ o, e . m: ‘, ‘,‘ VARIANCE . _=° :ST. DEV.

o 9.80. - 3.11 RN W I

WA e 59 - e 14007 -0 < L0D o
CIQT e 6182 8124 R 901 N

' " CORFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION: S

- N - . N SN

- 10003

CCAiandMA

et T -HAand IQ IR 7 | R,

CA and IQ ?oes9 ¥

o A e p— =T o .o e a e perew - PR e oo ke
L '* R - L -~ : A

. o TABLE ) S Lo ‘
T COVARIANCE MATRIX OF APACHE :RESPONSES
o ON STANFORD-BINET (LM) - . '

A (CA' 9[ 8) ' . : *

1 - 2 3., 4 . 5 .. 6+~ T 8 9 10 11

12 =04 <02 .02. .01 <01 ",0I ;03 -.01 - .00 .01 .
=04 . .26 .07 .01 .07 .0l .04 .10 ‘.03 .00 .02
-.02- 07 .23 -.01 .03 .05 :03-.05 .04 .00 ..01
. .02 .01 "<,01 -,12 .02 .04 .02 .03 =-.02 .00. .03
" .0 .07 . .03 .02 .20 .05 ..01:-,00 .04 ..00 ' .02

-.0r ;1 .05 .04 .05 .12 ' .02 .00' 02 .00 ..03
.. 0L ;04 .03 .02 ,0I ‘.02 .08..04. .02 .00 .03 '

0% .10 -,05 .03 .00 .00 .04 .25 =-.00- .00 .0l )
-0l .03 *:.04 =.02 ° .04 =~,02 ..02:=-.00 .14 .00 ~=.0l" ‘

<000 .00 .00 .00 ..00 .00." .00 .00 .00 .00 .00

.01 . .02 . .01, .03, .02 . .03 .03 .01 -.01 ..00 ..04

.‘HH . “\ - .
OV AN B W N

4

™~
." "
X N
1)

. .57 .38 26" .45 .29 .30 .41 .21 -0- .lo| 3.18%s%, . 'f

o

Matrix Total -
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, TABLE XI . ‘
L CALL INDIAN NORMS RESPONSES OF -
* STANFORD-BINET (LM), CA: 9.95 ‘

-

) MEAN = VARIANCE ‘ST. -DEV.
. CA 9,95 3.08 1.75
MA - 6,69 - 2.26 - 1,50
- 1Q 69.91 178.29 13.35
v ; ’ a \\ - .
, " COEFFICLENTS OF CORRELATION -
- CAand¥A . 041 ,
MA and IQ - - < 0,72
“CA and 1Q o030
v ' - :/ " - .
, o ‘
. . : . ’
s ] e .
"3
Ay |

%
P -

L. W LS e ae - P .o




TABLE XII
o . COVARIANCE MATRIX OF ‘CALL. INDIAN' RESPONSES
N . - ON STANFORD-BINET (M) - - - .
B o (CA. ‘9, 95) - .

o

.

O BN ORI = e
L]
[=]
w

.09 .07 .05 .05 .03 .05  .000 .00

22 .16 .14 .08 .14 . .12 . .00 - .

05 .16 .27 .23 T4 .23 0 13 . a2 :

05 - 14 .23 .27 .16 A7 .21 .09

oo 08 .14 .16 . .22 06 12, 05

. %05 147 .23 a7 .06 .270 ,08 .09 .
0500 .12 0,137, 2k 120 408 .25 .12 : L

.00 4000 .12 - .09 - 05 " ,09 . .12 = Q2 o

. <00  .00-" .16 .25 .,.12 .os “.16~ 00 o

3
e,
~

’ 1.46‘ 1044 ' 062\: :006 : 041 l 037 ‘.-0" "0"‘ ’ .41 ) 14041..82,

) . : Matrix Total
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I . TABLE XIIT - . ..
' : . © .+ . -JOHNSON~O'MALLEY INDIAN = - :
K SR "+ NORMS RESPONSES QF WisC . '
R o ' (Ages 6, 7, 8, &’9) 7

T MEAN °  VARIANCE - ST. DEV. |
N A 71.98 .. 260.52 - . .16.14
Lo B, 93,78 238.28 1544 :

' FS. 1 80.63 '239.64 | . 15.48
. }-‘.‘. " - . B ’ s . * .
' COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION )
. V. and B 0.58 ~
, Po and ‘FS. 1 ’ . 4 06 87 .
H . V.,and FS. - 0.90

- o - .

< — » N . - -
‘ =3 ‘. . - N B .

R o< iy e . ‘- ) -

A ER - . . - . « ’
B < . . . H . L. ., L e - . “e
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3

. TABLE XIV
. COVARIANCE MATRIX OF

JOHI:ISON-O' LEY IGNDIIAN BRE%P%t;szs ON w;sc;

1 2° 3-- 4 s 6 7 8 9. 10
1 .72 277 .45 32 .29 .03 .10 .12 .19 .02
2 .27 .52 .41 .26°.40 .09 .05 .10 .08 .07
"3 .45 41 .59 32 .36 .11 -.04, =09 .12 =;09.
& 32 ,26 .32 1.00 .58 . .26. .22 .14 .36 . .27 -
5 .29 .40 .36 .58 .93 .26 .29 .31 .25 . .24
6 .03 .09 .11 .26 .26 .58 :22. .02 -.23 .12
7 .10 .05 .-.04 .22 .29 .22 ,74 ,22- .14 .09 .
. & .12 10 -.09 .14 .31 .02 .22 755 =02 .11]. ‘ A
- 9 19 .08 - 12 .36 .25 .23 214 -.02 .72 .44
2100 .02°.07 =.09 .27 .24 .12 .09 .11 .44 .66 | )
11° .18 .07 .11 .41 .24 .15 .24 .02 .37 ,46.|
12 .04 .02 .03 404 .06. .06 ~-.07, ..05 .07 .07
13 .27 13 .20 ™35 .15 .13 .15 =.09 .25 .1l .
14 .02 .00 .01 .04 .02 <.04 =04 ,03 .10 .Il|  ~
15 .21 5000 .20 -.41 .04 .20 .14 . .14 .16 .16] : y
16 .00 .00 ,00 .09 .06 ,09 -:;02 .08 .03 .151{°
17 .000 .00 .00' ~.18 .21 .04 .39 .29 <=.22 ~.02i. - .
18 .00 .00 .00 .05 .03:..04 -.01 .04 ..02 -:09 . '
.- 19 .00 .00 .00 -.06 .03 -.17 .06". .05 .14 ,15° ‘ ~
47 20- .00 .00 .00 -.05 .10 .14 .13. .03 =,05 .-.08 .
- 21 .00. .00 ".00 .12 .00 .00 ~-,22 ".09 .06 ‘.17

z 3 23" 2 47 2.69 499 4.85 2, 90 2.78 2.19- 3. 44 3.30
> w‘) . -
112 13 W 15 15 17 18 19 20 21 - -
1 .18 .04 .27 .02 .21° .00 ,L,00 .00- .00 .00 .00
2 .07 ,02 .13 J00. .00: .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
3 .11 03 .20 .01 .20/ .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .
41 .41 -.04 .35 .04 411 .09 .-,18 .05° .06 =:05 .12
. 5} .2 . .06 .15 .02 .04’ ,06 .21 .03 .03 .10 . .00
- 6' .15 .06 .13 =06 .20 ,09° .04 04 .17 .14 .00
7 ..24 =07 ° .15 =06 .14 -,02 .39 -0l .06 .13 =-.22
8 .02 ,05 -09 °.03 .14 .08 .29 .04 .05 .03 .09 :
.9 .37 .07 .25 .10 ,16 .03 -,22 .02 .14 =.05 .06 -
10 .46 - .07 .11 .11 .16 .15 ~02 .09 .15 -,08 .17
11 .66 .06 .26 .02 .43 .13 ,08 ..07. .12 ~-.03 .04
12 .06 -.26 .01 .00 .07 -,02 -,03 -.01 .16 -.08 =~.03
J13- .24 o1 .75 .08 .39 .16 .05 .08 ~-.06. .31 .15 ,
14 .02° .00 .08 .17 .08 .17 ~,06 .09 . -.01 =04 .22 ° .
15 «.43 . 07 .39 .08 .79 .16 .10 .08 .08 .01 .13
16 “.13 -.02 .16 .17: .16 .36 .07 .19 ~.02 .13 .35
17 i.08.-.03 .05 -.06 .10 .07 .87 .04 .03 \28 ~-.I1
1 .07 <01 .08 - .09 ;08 .19 .04 .09 ‘=-.01 .07 .18
19 512 .16 =06 -0l .08 -02 -,03 -.01 .22 -.05 -~-.04
20 ~%.03- -,08 . .31 =-.04. . .01 ,13 .28 .07 ~.05 .5¢ .02
21 .04 -,03 .15 .22 .13 .35 -,11 ' .18 =04 .02 .39

’

Z 3 4007 3081 097 3098 ’120 16 .» 1083 10 13

1.08 1.35

~

1.52 | 55,42x52,

.68

- !

1 Matrix Total
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TABLE xv * \
JOHNSONM'MALLEY
‘NORMS RESPONSES' 01? wxsc

(Ase 10)

'-r,l'” .

MEAN‘ VARIANCE

75.69  ° 231.40

95.17 195.97 .
. 83.49 - 194,38 -

'

AN

ST.. DEV.

15.21.
14.00

- 13.94

COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION

1

P. and FS. . 0.83

V. and 'FS. . 0.88




3 "TABLE >XVI B
~COVARIANCE- MATRIX -OF
JOHNSON-O'MALLEY INDIAN RESPONSES ON W"'SC

(ge 10) © -
1-2 o

1 s 2 3 4 5 6- .7 8.9 10 11 .12 13 ° S
33 L .10 .20 .09 .15 .27 .17 .15 0 .19 .10 .07 .06 . A
CLoWM- 120 .11 11 1k 4050 .09 .10 .05 .06 .07 .03 .09
10 - .11" 223 - .09 .10 .10 .05 .14 .10 .13 C,14 =00 .12
. +20-¢°.11 .09 .43 .08 .20 .30 .34 .15 .19 .17- .03 .16
090,11 .10 . .08 .33 .15 .14 .11 - .16 .18 .22 .09 .14
15 205 .10 ©,200 .15 .93 .37 .34 .73 .41 .62 .42 .33
227 .09 .05 30 %14,. .37 © .73°.23 .33 .19 .35 -,09 ,34
<17 010 .14 .34 .11 .34 .23 490 .27 .2k 0,38 .06 15
N 15 .05 L1010 .15 .15 .73 .33 .27 .79 - 44,59 41 .39
10 - 019 .06 .13 (19 .13 .4k .19 .26 .44 .82 .36 .22 33
11 .30 .07 .14 .17 .22 f.62 .35 438, .59 .36 .71 .24 - .36
va- 120,07 .03 =00 .03 .09¥ .42 .09 [06. .41 .22 .24 - .63 .30
Cr 137 .06 .09 .12 .16 .14. .33 .3 .15 .39 .33 .3 .30 . .68
¢+, 14,02 .0r -.01 ..02 .02 .04 =-.04° c0L .04 .06 .02. .08 - .06
15,120 500 .10 -.120 .12 .63 - .25 .08 .72 .36 .57 . .31 .24
.16 *.05 .00 .04 .05 .05 .3 .19 .18 .35 .28 .32 .04 .13 ..
. L7 .07 00 .06 .08 .07 .52 .20 .23 .43 .14 4,29 (.18 .17 .
~18 .05. .00 .04 .05 .05 .33 -.11 .15 .25 .13 .17 .25 .20
19 .00 .00 . .00 .07 .00 .28 -.27 .O0L - .30 ‘< .04 .07 - .29 .05
-+ 20 :000 .00 .00 .0l .00 .26 =~.09.,15 .47 .16 .40 .29 =-:l6
. 21 .00 ..00 .00 .00 .00 .00 00 .00 .00 .00 .DO .00 .00
", 22 500 .00 .00 .09 .00 .28 %.,33 .16 .29 .33 .23 .06 . .25
©23 .00. .00 . .00- .00 .00 .000 .00 .OO ' .00  .00. .00 .00 .00 .
+24 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .:00 .00, .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 ~ -
©25 .00 - .00 .00 .08 .00, 2l =10 12 .20 .24 - .15 .39 .23

O 00 ~§ O W U Pk

_ o L - B
I 2.30% 111 1.66 2.78 2.15 7.71 3.18 4.11.7.61 545 6.53 4.48 .62
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.57
.34

-.04
.04
.00

277

.00

+00

.03

.00..
9 00 '
I 00
e 00
. 00‘
<00
.00.
.00
.00
.00

-19 .00
~-.04 = ;04 *
022 .02
.22 .70 30
~#02 o 030 .79
.00 © .00 . .00
44 1125 2,14
.00
.00 -
.07

27
27
244
25
-4

.10
'34“
« #31

.28
.301
i3
«25
- 46-
.00
- §26
. 00-
.00
17

=,03
404
11
W12
.04
.00
12
.00
.00
.07

+40
+32
.10
=.19
.00.
.00
ce27
.C0
<00
.01

.80
.00"
.00
.04

' 000 N

o~ i
& - ! i ‘\
) T oPages3l o e
: TABLE XVI ‘. .
I : COVARTANCE ;MATRIX OF
o JOHNSON-O'MALLEY INDIAN ' RESPONSES .ON .WISC
' : (Ase 10) .
> ‘°%, 22 . R

t s 16 17 18, 19 20 21 22 23 2 25 '
ii .02 .12 .05 .07 .05 " ,00. .00 -.00 .00 ,:00 .00 .00
-~ 2 01 °,00 %00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .60 .00 .06 .00, .00
-3 ..0l. .10 .04 .06 .04 .00 .00 .00 .00 00 '.00° .00
<4 02 =12 . .05 .08 .05 .07 .OL .00, 09 .00. .00 .08
©°5°,02 .12 .05 .07 05 .00..00 .00 .00 .00 .00 - .00
6 .04 ,63. .36 .52 .33 .28 .26 .00 .28 .00 .00 .21
27 =04..25 .19 .20 -,I1 =27 -.09" .00° -.33 .00° .00 -.10
© 8~.,01.08 .18 . .23 .15 .01 .15 .00 .16 .00: - .OO .12
‘: -: 91 o04 e 72 ‘ ;35 0‘1‘3* 025 '30 '47f L= 000 - 029 .OQ ; 0‘0'0_ '2;
100 .06 .36 +28 714,13 .04 .16- .00- .33 .00 .00 °.24"
AN ¥ ;.oz 57 Y032 29 .17 .07 .40 000 .2370 .00 .00 .15
;- -12 .08 .3L 04 ".18 .25 .29 .29 .00. .06 .00 .00 .39
. 13 .06 .24. ,13 .17 .20 b .05-.16 .00 .25 .00 .00 - .23
N (f\ ,‘llf" - 09""‘ 003 1 03 ’ ’;‘04 7 . 11 ‘e 12 "042 ‘ . '00 - . lz ‘ . 00 . 00 . 07

) IS ’ '03 :'85 ° . 28 0'17 ’25 046 ) " 00 ' '26 .QO '00 " 017 N

.00
+00
.00 -
.000°°
.00
100,
.00
.00 .
.00

>

v o
A

6.13 3.20 4.23 3.50 2.49 3.19 3.67.

83.88=s2,

N

37

&

Matrix Total |
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EESOE . TABLE WII
” L N JOHNSON-O'MALLEY INDIAN: .
g NORMS RESPONSES OF WISC. .
: (Ages 11 & 12) -

. MEAN . - VARIANCE  *| ST. DEV.. T L
V. 79.26 - 314.16 - 17.72. o e i
Po . 90056 r’ ‘ 2420 91 ' ‘15’0,59 . [N
FS. .83.56. - 262.21 16.19 K :

COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION’

\‘;‘

. v. @nd P; " ‘.

D)
n
(<]

(=]
.

[+
w

' . P.- and FS.

V. and FS. 0.93 .o - !
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2 SRR N e mdewtnm . - R
SR ©. ° . .COVARIANCE MATRIX OF . - : L
R : Jonuson-o 'MALLEY TNDIAN KESPONSES ON wxsc . .
YR 4_ (hges 11 & 12) B

\ e L

1 2 3 &4 5 6 7. 8 -9 . 10 -s1i. 12 13

.08~ .00 -.00. ..07 -.00- .04 .03 .03 05 .05 .~05 .Ol''.06
.00 .00 .00 -.000 .00: .00 .00-. .00 .00 .00 OO .00 .00 :

"J00 .08 -.01 ~.00 .04 .07. .03 0% .05 . .0 .02 0%

.07 .00 =.01 .37 .07 .14 .27 ..12 .15 .16 .20 .06 .18 . - ‘

\ .00 -.00 .07 .16 .09 .06.- .06 .08 .06 .08 .02 .03

. 'J04 00 .04 14 .09 .87 .27 .18 41 .42 .50 .28 ©..35.

. .03 .00 .07 .27 .06 27 .43, .12,.,7.34 .17 - .28 . .10 .15
.03 . .00 .03. .12 .06 ..,18 .1_:.\--..3(".;14' 02 09 -.07" .06 .
05 00505 315 .08F .41 .34 .14 .85 441- .43 .16, 300 .

.00.© .05 ..16 - ,06 .42 .17 .02 ‘.41 .76 - .40 .22 .28 - ..
.00- .05 .20 .08 .51 -.,28: .09° ..43 .40 -.60 .21 .37 . | NI

> 7D
o

D 0. 00 O\ U Wik e
. P
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o

o

N
-
—
o Y-Y
(v

12
13
14

15,

.16

EREYE

18
19

20
21.
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23.
24~

. 25

.00
.00

. .00

.GO0
.00

.00

.00

.00

.00
..00
.00

.00’

000

<00
.00,

:.00

.00
.00

.00
© .00

<00

.00

SY)
.00
.00 .
.00

of
.02
.01
.05
.04

.05

.04
.03
.00
.00
.00
.00

.00

.00

.06
.18
.02
.16
.12
14
.08
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

.00

.00

.02
.03

.01 .

.08
.05.
.07
.05
.00
.00

000

.00
.00
.00

.00 .

.28
.35.

W3
.22
48

»51
<3y

.23,
.30 .
.08
+20 .
.00

.04

.14

" .10
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_y A‘pmjgan}, Institution: MISSOU'{I ‘SOUTHERK STATE COLLEGE .

-

Date Submitted: - Mareh 1, 1973 -

; Z | AppendixB R
° - Page'S6.

*
MY

Research Proposal o \ i I

Submitted to thesNational Institute of Education —*- -~ -
(Tit]e of NIE %ct1V1ty to‘Whlch subm1tted) ‘ ‘

S\

Tit]e of Project: Item nalyoes of Andrindian and Chicano Responses..on the
vocabulary “talee of ahe Stanford—uinet M and Wechsler Batteries
oo .. \(" .

. Eal

\ . . - ) .

3 ~QPLIN MTSSOJRI 64801

-t \
< e .

'?iih;ipal‘lnvéStigatori (Full name, title, address and te]ephone number

of the individual 11. dire
CIohE T DULELIAG , Y,rc'fo.pm irect the study) ‘

‘ HEAT, DEPARTMENT OF P.LYCHOLCFY ‘
HIZSWIRL soxmm*m STATE COI LLEGE-
Co investlgator (1f any)dbPLI" HISS OU”I 04801 (417) 524~ 8100 (ext. 225)

' . . .o

1

Transmitter: (Fu]l name, t1t1e, address and teJephone number of the
individual empowered to commit the 1nst1tut1on to the
activity) ow. PATL SHIPMAN ,§

£DHINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT
HISSCURI SOUTHERN. STATE COLLEGE ‘
JCPLIN, MISSOURI 54801

Proposed Proaect Durat1on' From January 1, 1574 To May 31, 1974

Total Federal Funds Requested: _$9,153.88

\ '

Technical data contained in pages of proposa] shall not be used or
“disclosed, except for evaluaiion purposes: Provided; That if a grant or contract
is awarded to this submittor as a résult of or in connect1on with the submission
of this proposal, the Government shall have the right, to use or disclose this
technical data to‘the extent provided in the award. This restriction does not
1imit the Government's right to use or disclose any technical data obtained

from another source without restriction. . ,
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Proaect Budget Summary
~(Federa1:5uppprt:0nly)

¥

.
(- » ]

‘ HEAD, DEPARTHENT OF PSYCHOLOGY .
Proaect Dwrector‘CLh; 1 GUILLIA‘B, ED D, Instltution HISbOU?I SOUTHERN STATE COLLEGE.
' JOPLIN, MISSOUQI 64801

L]
-

v

. 'Time Period: F.rom _ CJANUARY 1, 1974  To MAY 31, 1974 _' . T

Snm . oy an:

A. Direct Costs: C R - - S

\/PersonneT Sa]arwes- : ’ -~ ¢  7,500,00
‘Emp]oyee Benefits: SZ Mo. Stute Retlrenant(oOO 00), MQTA $ . 553:88 . 2-. .
Health insur.(6 mo's @ 11.48/mo.=$53.88) . — P
Travel: 3,000 miles @ .10¢/mi(no request beiny made for $ 300.00 Lo
per dxen food/housxn ; director. considers included in — - N
tSupp11es and Materials: tis salary). ¢ ) :Z~q5
Commun]cat]on5~ L.D. tclcvhone & pOsta°° $ SVO,OQ "
SerVIces' . -
Duplicating and Reproduc1n¢P\0t0009 1000 vocab. sheets) § = 50.00
Statistical: IBM 370 Comp. time, Sch.of the Ozarks, Pt.- § 2400, 00. '
. Other (exp1a1n)Clehical test protocol  / -Lookout, ho. $. 160.00
‘vetrieval from sch. cum. records. R '
Final Report PrOdUCtTOn Director will type rough drafts,. $ 25.00
until submit. to sec:. -
Equ1pment° o $ .
- Other Direct Costss (expldin) $ :
Sleest Sutht‘a'T‘, Direct Costs B $ 9,153.88
. B, Indxrect Costs - :
. Indicate the bas1s for ralcﬂ*at1ng 1nd1rect costs $
C. Total Costs (Federal Support) ,.“i o 75, 9,153.88"

~Notes: 1. Use one sheet for each 12~month period and a
. .summary. sheet for totals.

2, Consultants: Show fees under personnel, trans- , .
.portation and per diem under travel. ‘




Ao

Direct Costs o i : .

Personnel Salaries: e . ‘$ 7,500.00

Description of Project Costs Page‘sé

&

.semester, academic year 1973<74; thus, one~hundred per-
* cent of his time will be devoted to the project proposed..
-

—

Employee Benefits: ' - ‘ 5%3.88

Project Director's salary for second semester would.be
one/half. $15,194 (nine mo. contract, excluded evening . .
division and Summer session salary at MSSC Joplin Mo.

—

Director will. take a leave of absence for the second

Travel: . 300.00

Eight per-cent of project director's salary withheld,.

and eight per-cent 1s matched by institution (MSSC)

for the Mo, State Retirement System: therefore, 8% . .
of $7,500.00 would be,§§gg 00. The monthly withholding

for MSTA Health “Insurance is 11. 48/mo. (Jan. 1974 - May

19743 six mo 8 - 68 88) .

" Miles. traveled by car - approx. 3,000; @ 10¢/mi =-$300.
The project. director is making no request for per diem
food/housing, holds the latter included in salary above.

\Supplies and Materials. H ' .00

No materials. requested other than paper, which will be ) \
- furnished by director's institution at no cost.

- Communications: . ' 50.00

Services ¢ y . 50.00

Telephone: estimated L. D. calls at $40.00. Director 8

institution has absorbed .approximately $50.00 already,

at no' cost to project, in calls to research sites in

Oklahoma, Kansas, New Mexico, and Arizona, and approxi-

mately $10.00 postage. : ,

Duplicating & Reproducing. Photocopying of i,OOO'vocabulary

subtests: protocols from WPPSI, WISC or Stanford-Binet'intelli-
gence tests, at approxiﬁetely .05¢/copy = $50.00.

Statistical: IBM computer time for producing covariance- © 400.00

matrices and multiple-linear regression analyses; N=1 900

up to 45 items by CA, MA Sex, Urban-Rural, ethnic group- /
ing, Verbal—performance,~and Full Scale IQ criteria =/$400 00.

Service will be provided by The School of the: Ozarks-Computer

Center, Point Lookout, Missouri (Chief Computer: Mr. Robert
Carpenter). The bid from the director's home institution

(MSSC) was $600.00; primarily, because of longer computer

time required with an IBM 1130 .

Other: ‘ 160.00 .

Clerical help needed for the retrieval of test protocols
from participating schools, cumulative record files, at
approximately $160.00. Anticipate dt least 100 hours of
assistance needed from locgl site paraprofessional personnel, PR
at approximately $1.60/hour. . - e T

64 |
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~Final Report Production.‘ . e

‘Other Direct CoetS: ' N o
None anticipated o \\ $ ~-0- .
N L. . . . Y
Subtotal, Direct Costs . : $9,153.88
o . | ) :
. B. Thdirect Costs: \

Applgxﬁ;&s % cont,-

‘The- director will do: all of the typing of rough drafts, table. $ 25.00,
figure ‘preparation; until the final\draft of the project is °

ready to be typed. This cdst for final draft is estimated

~at $25.00 at .20¢/page for approximately 125 pages.

Equipment: - B \

- -

-None requested . Y

None, .as principle investigator will not be using home -
institution facilities, except to allocate salary\and
other costs check. The director's institution CMSSC)

has not asked for payment for these minor business office
transaction. . \

C. Total Costs (Federelqugport):‘ - :‘ $9,153.88

t




